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While we continue to produce theoretical concepts, 
frameworks, and ideas in library and information studies 
(LIS), these developments are not being tested and tried ‘on 
the ground.’ There is an imbalance of research across the 
disciplines in LIS coming out of the field, rather than out of 
the academy (Morris & Cahill, 2017). This study proposes a 
systematic review of the literature to examine the prevalence 
and presentation of original research produced by LIS 
practitioners. Numerous calls have been made for librarians to 
increase their use of evidence (Luo & McKinney, 2015; Morris 
& Cahill, 2017; Todd, 2008) and share the results of their 
original data collection and analysis with others (Morris & 
Cahill, 2017; Todd, 2015). It is hypothesized that these calls 
have gone largely unanswered and practitioner research is still 
lacking.
For this study, we consider practitioners to be individuals 
currently working in a library or information setting and 
research to be the systematic collection, analysis, and 
reporting of original data. We use a more general and 
inclusive combined term of practitioner research, as this 
practice goes by different names, even within LIS: evidence-
based practice, data-driven practice, action research, 
reflective practice, and more. The proposed study will 
examine meta-analyses already conducted on LIS research 
for specific trends and applications of practitioner research. 
Examples include Aharony (2012); Koufogiannakis, Slater, 
and Cumley (2004); Luo and McKinney (2015); Morris and 
Cahill (2017); and Turcios, Argawal, and Watkins (2014). In 
examining such meta-analyses in the literature, this study will 
include the following research questions:
1. In the meta-analyses identified, what percentage of the 
studies in those meta-analyses are practitioner research?
2. Of the studies identified as practitioner research, what are 
the methods of data gathering used?
3. Of the studies identified as practitioner research, what are 
the positions and institutions of the researchers and who 
are their collaborators?
This systematic review of meta-analyses in the LIS 
literature will utilize replicable, rigorous, and transparent 
methodologies of meta-syntheses and narrative review 
(Siddaway, Wood, Hedges, 2019). Both syntheses include 
the key stages in conducting a systematic review: scoping, 
planning, identification, screening, eligibility and study quality 
(Siddaway, Wood, Hedges, 2019). The resulting mixed-
methods synthesis will combine “the findings of qualitative 
and quantitative studies within a single review” (Harden 
& Thomas, 2010, p. 750) to understand and assess the 
presentation and product of LIS practitioner research.
In examining the studies reported from the original research 
of practitioners, there is the opportunity to improve upon that 
work. This study will examine the prevalence of practitioner 
research, identify the most common practices in the reporting 
of such research, provide implications for policy and practice 
for national organizations, and outline important directions 
for future research (Siddaway, Wood, & Hedges, 2019). 
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Learning to do research is hard, yet many academic librarians 
must do research as part of their job. Encouraging librarians 
to do research helps improve the library’s reputation and build 
